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1)K Responsive to communication(s) filed on 03 December 2003 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Status Of Claims 

1. Claims 1-16 are pending in this application. Claims 1-16 
have been examined . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C, 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in 
this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is 
not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made, 

2. Claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over (US Publication No: 2003/0101143 Al) to 

Montgomery et al. 



As Per Claim 1 : 

Montgomery teaches a method comprising: 

- determining that a first expected observation event has 
not occurred for a first mail piece, [{page 5, 0034} dimensional 
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barcodes are scanned, the scanning is normal processing that 
implements tracking of mail pieces, thus any duplicates would 
indicate fraud] ; 

- determining that a second expected observation event has 
occurred for a second mail piece, [{pagd 5, 0034}, comparison 
between the tracking I.D, would reveal discrepancy and possible 
fraud] ; and 

- Montgomery fails to explicitly teach providing an alarm 
indication with respect to the first mail piece based at least 
in part on non-occurrence of the first expected observation 
event and on occurrence of the second expected observation 
event . 

However Montgomery et al teaches in one particular 
embodiment, the packages bearing a postage indicium have this 
postage indicium scanned, the tracking ID within the unique 
postage indicium can be compared in a computer operated by the 
postal authority to the tracking ZD's in all other scanned and 
recorded postage indicia to ensure that the tracking ID is 
indeed unique and has. not been duplicated on page 5, 0033. This 
suggests that a verification process has been completed. If 
there were an error detected or copy fraud attempted the 
verification process would indicate the error has occurred. 
Therefore, because these two functions are recognized as 
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equivalent at the time the invention was made; one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have found it obvious to substitute the 
verification process for the alarm indication, with the 
motivation of preventing fraudulent activities based on error 
detected or duplicate data on the mail pieces. 

As Per Claim 2 : 

Montgomery teaches a fraud would be detected by the 
delivery scans of the tracking I.D. (on the mail item) performed 
by the postal authority] . 

Montgomery doesn't explicitly discloses 

- simultaneously delivering the first and second mail 
pieces to a postal authority 

However Montgomery mentions on page 5, 0036, that fraud 
would be detected at the postal authority. This suggests that 
the verification process is being done at the postal authority. 
The mail pieces are stationed at the postal authority facility 
so that eliminates the need to deliver the first and second mail 
pieces to the postal authority. Therefore, because these two 
functions are recognized as equivalent at the time the invention 
was made; one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to substitute delivering the mail pieces to the postal 
authority with detecting the fraud within the postal authority 
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facility, with motivation of eliminating the delivery of the 
first and second mail pieces . 

As Per Claim 3: 

Montgomery teaches the method wherein the first mail piece 
exhibits a first postal code to direct delivery via a first post 
office and the second mail piece exhibits a second postal code 
to direct delivery via the first post office, [{page 5, 0036}, 
receiving a plurality of mail pieces, ^^each" carrying validating 
postage indicium] . 

As Per Claim 4: 

Montgomery teaches the method wherein the first and second 
postal codes are identical to each other, [{page 5, 0038}, the 
mail piece further carries an expected representation of the 
same tracking I.D.]. 

As Per Claim 5: 

Montgomery teaches the method wherein each of the first and 
second postal codes is indicated as a POSTNET barcode, [{page 1, 
0004}, the postage indicium comprises a two dimensional barcode, 
POSTNET bar-code located beneath the destination address] . 
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As Per Claim 6: 

Montgomery teaches the method wherein each of the first and 
second mail pieces exhibits a respective PLANET barcode, [{page 
1, 0004}, the postage indicium comprises a two dimensional 
barcode, POSTNET bar-code located beneath the destination 
address] . 

As Per Claim 7 : 

Montgomery teaches the method wherein each of the first and 
second postal codes is indicated as a POSTNET barcode, [{page 1, 
0004}, the postage indicium comprises a two dimensional barcode, 
POSTNET bar-code located beneath the destination address] . 

As Per Claim 8: 

Montgomery teaches the method wherein each of the first and 
second mail pieces exhibits a PLANET barcode, [{page 1, 0004}, 
the postage indicium comprises a two dimensional barcode, 
POSTNET bar-code located beneath the- destination address] . 

As Per Claim 9: 

Montgomery teaches the method wherein the first mail piece 
includes a credit or debit card and the second mail piece does 
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not include a credit or debit card, {{page 5, 0035}, the unique 
tracking I.D. can contain a number of items, such as e.g. 
indicia version number algorithm identification certificate 
serial number etc.] 

As Per Claim 10 : 

Montgomery teaches the method wherein the second mail piece 
has an appearance that is substantially different from an 
appearance of the first mail piece, '[{page 5, 0034}, packages 
would have different tracking I.D.] 

As Per Claim 11 : 

Montgomery teaches a mail piece tracking system, comprising: 

first means for determining that a first expected 
observation event has not occurred for a first mail piece, 
[{page 5, 0034} dimensional barcodes are scanned, the scanning 
is normal processing that implements* tracking of mail pieces, 
thus any duplicates would indicate fraud] ; 

second means for determining that a second expected 
observation event has occurred for a second mail piece, [{page 
5, 0034}, comparison between the tracking I.D. would reveal 
discrepancy and possible fraud] / 
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However Montgomery et al teaches in one particular 
embodiment, the packages bearing a postage indicium have this 
postage indicium scanned, the tracking ID within the unique 
postage indicium can be compared in a computer operated by the 
postal authority to the tracking ID's in all other scanned and 
recorded postage indicia to ensure that the tracking ID is 
indeed unique and has not been duplicated on page 5, 0033. This 
suggests that a verification process has been completed. If 
there were an error detected or copy fraud attempted the 
verification process would indicate the error has occurred. 
Therefore, because these two functions are recognized as 
equivalent at the time the invention was made; one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have found it obvious to substitute the 
verification process for the alarm indication, with the 
motivation of preventing fraudulent activities based on error 
detected or duplicate data on the mail pieces. 

As Per Claim 12 : 

Montgomery teaches the method wherein an observation event 
database for storing observation event information; 

a mailing information database for storing information 
indicative of delivery of the first and second mail pieces to a 
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postal authority, [{page 1, 0044}, tracking I.D. stored in 
database] ; and 

a historical information database for storing information 
indicative of a sequence of expected observation events for the 
first and second mail pieces, [{page' 7, 0044}, tracking I.D. 
stored in database] ; 

the first and second means being pperatively coupled to the 
observation event database, to the mailing information database 
and to the historical information database, [{page 7, 0044}, 
tracking I.D. stored in database]. 

As Per Claim 13: 

Montgomery teaches the method wherein the mail piece 
tracking system further comprising: 

- a processor programmed to constitute at least part of 
both the first and second means, [{page 6, 0044}, master 
tracking computer system, master tracking system can be 
configured for transmitting the tracking I.D.]. 

As Per Claim 14: 

Montogermy teaches a mail piece tracking system, 
comprising: 
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- a processor, [{page 6, 0044}, master tracking computer 
system] ; 

- a storage device operatively coupled to the processor and 
storing a program to control the processor to, [{page 7, 0045}, 
database] : 

- determine that a first expected observation event has not 
occurred for a first mail piece, [{page 5, 0034} dimensional 
barcodes are scanned, the scanning is normal processing that 
implements tracking of mail pieces, thus any duplicates would 
indicate fraud] ; 

- determine that a second expected observation event has 
occurred for a second mail piece, [{page 5, 0034}, comparison 
between the tracking I.D. would reveal discrepancy and possible 
fraud; and 

- Montgomery fails to explicitly teach providing an alarm 
indication with respect to the first mail piece based at least 
in part on non-occurrence of the first expected observation 
event and on occurrence of the second expected observation 
event. 

However Montgomery et al teaches in one particular 
embodiment, the packages bearing a postage indicium have this 
postage indicium scanned, the tracking ID within the unique 
postage indicium can be compared in a computer operated by the 
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postal authority to the tracking ID' s in all other scanned and 
recorded postage indicia to ensure that the tracking ID is 
indeed unique and has not been duplicated on page 5, 0033. This 
suggests that a verification process has been completed. If 
there were an error detected or copy fraud attempted the 
verification process would indicate the error has occurred. 
Therefore, because these two functions are recognized as 
equivalent at the time the invention was made; one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have found it- obvious to substitute the 
verification process for the alarm indication, with the 
motivation of preventing fraudulent activities based on error 
detected or duplicate data on the mail pieces. 

As Per Claim 15: 

Montgomery teaches the mail piece tracking system wherein 
the storage device further stores: 

- an observation event database for storing observation 
event information, [{page 6, 0044}, master tracking computer 
system] ; 

- a mailing information database for storing information 
indicative of delivery of the first and second mail pieces to a 
postal authority [ {page 6, 0044}, master tracking computer 
system] ; and 
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- a historical information database for storing information 
indicative of a sequence of expected observation events for the 
first and second mail pieces, [{page- 6, 0044}, master tracking 
computer system] . 

As Per Claim 16: 

Montorgemy teaches an article of manufacture comprising: 

a computer usable medium having computer readable program 
code means embodied therein for tracking a first mail piece, the 
computer readable program code means in said article of 
manufacture comprising, [{page 6, 0044}, master tracking 
computer system] 

computer readable program code means for causing a computer 
to determine that a first expected observation event has not 
occurred for a first mail piece [{page 5, 0034} dimensional 
barcodes are scanned, the scanning is normal processing that 
implements tracking of mail pieces, thus any duplicates would 
indicate fraud] 

computer readable program code means for causing the 
computer to determine that a second expected observation event 
has occurred for a second mail piece, [{page 5, 0034}, 
comparison between the tracking I.D. would reveal discrepancy 
and possible fraud] ; and 
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- Montgomery fails to explicitly teach providing an alarm 
indication with respect to the first mail piece based at least 
in part on non-occurrence of the first expected observation 
event and on occurrence of the second expected observation 
event. 

However Montgomery et al teaches in one particular 
embodiment, the packages bearing a postage indicium have this 
postage indicium scanned, the tracking ID within the unique 
postage indicium can be compared in a computer operated by the 
postal authority to the tracking ID's in all other scanned and 
recorded postage indicia to ensure that the tracking ID is 
indeed unique and has not been duplicated on page 5, 0033. This 
suggests that a verification process- has been completed. If 
there were an error detected or copy fraud attempted the 
verification process would indicate the error has occurred. 
Therefore, because these two functions are recognized as 
equivalent at the time the invention- was made; one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have found it obvious to substitute the 
verification process for the alarm indication, with the 
motivation of preventing fraudulent activities based on error 
detected or duplicate data on the mail pieces- 
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Conclusion 



Any concerns in regard to this communication, the examiner 
Jon Bass can be reached at (571) 272-6905 between the hours of 
9-6pm Monday through Friday. The fax number for the 
establishment where the application is being process is (571) 
273-8300. 

If an attempt to reach the examiner is unsuccessful for any 
reason, the examiner's immediate supervisor, John Hayes can be 
reached at (571) 272-6708. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may 
be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http:// 
pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to 
the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-271-9197 (toll free). 



Any response to this action should be mailed to : 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 



C/0 Technology Center 3600 




Washington, D.C. 30231 




